In 2009, a paper was published in this journal describing new methods for extraction and analysis of paraquat, MPTP, and MPP+ using microwave extraction and LC/ MS/MS quantitation [1] . These compounds are important in mouse models of Parkinson's disease. One of the paper's co-authors, Mona Thiruchelvam, was recently admonished for scientific misconduct [2] and had to withdraw two of her dozen or so papers on the behavior of treated mice because she reused image data on brain segments. Under normal circumstances, I would not draw attention to her role on the aforementioned paper published here but individuals who are more concerned with personal attack than scientific integrity are using Dr. Thiruchelvam's role on the paper published here to try and besmirch the reputation of other co-authors. As the corresponding author of the ABC paper, I felt it necessary to set the record straight. Dr. Thiruchelvam provided samples and a write-up of how the samples were created (type of animal, dosing, etc.) and nothing more. She had no role in the analysis method, either here or at CDC and her limited participation does not affect the quality of the work published here.
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As analysts, we are often the target of those who have an agenda because we are the messengers of bad news for someone, either those hoping we will find something in a sample or those hoping we do not. Our principal role is to make the measurement and to the best of our ability provide information about its precision and accuracy. We will never know the outcome of Dr. Thiruchelvam's studies that were withdrawn, but they had nothing to do with the work presented here. Anyone who would imply that her participation in this work impugns the integrity of the other investigators clearly has a secondary agenda. I am disappointed that this letter had to be written, but I am thankful to have the opportunity to explain the situation in greater detail. As analysts, we provide the data and I encourage all to remember that whether the information is good or bad, from your viewpoint, don't kill the messenger.
